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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Appellants, residents of the Hagley subdivision of Georgetown
County, South Carolina, appeal the order of the district court denying
relief on their claims of constitutional infringements by the George-
town Water and Sewer District (the "District"). For the reasons stated
below, we affirm the district court’s denial of relief on the ground that
the court lacked subject matter jurisdiction. 
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The Rooker-Feldman abstention doctrine establishes that lower
federal courts lack jurisdiction over a litigant’s challenge to a state
court decision, including challenges alleging the state court’s action
was unconstitutional. See District of Columbia Court of Appeals v.
Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983); Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U.S.
413 (1923) (noting exclusive jurisdiction over review of state court
action is in the Supreme Court of the United States). A federal district
court lacks jurisdiction over state court adjudications and "claims that
are ‘inextricably intertwined’ with a state court judgment." Jordahl v.
Democratic Party of Va., 122 F.3d 192, 199 (4th Cir. 1997). This doc-
trine precludes a district court not only from reviewing a decision
from a state’s highest court, but also the decisions of lower state
courts. Id. 

By prohibiting review of such state court claims, the Rooker-
Feldman doctrine prohibits a lower federal court from reviewing
claims actually presented to a state court, including constitutional
claims that derive from the state court judgment. Allstate Ins. Co. v.
West Virginia State Bar, 233 F.3d 813, 816 (4th Cir. 2000) (citing
Plyler, 129 F.3d at 731). Thus, "‘[a] party losing in state court is
barred from seeking what in substance would be appellate review of
the state judgment in a United States district court, based on the los-
ing party’s claim that the state judgment itself violates the loser’s fed-
eral rights.’" Brown & Root, Inc. v. Breckenridge, 211 F.3d 194, 198
(4th Cir. 2000) (quoting Johnson v. De Grandy, 512 U.S. 997, 1005-
06 (1994)). 

Appellants’ action before the district court clearly sought review of
a state court’s proceedings. The South Carolina courts have twice
reviewed and rejected Appellants’ claims of constitutional depriva-
tions by the District. See Ford v. Georgetown County Water & Sewer
Dist., 532 S.E.2d 873 (S.C. 2000); Hagley Homeowners Ass’n, Inc.
v. Hagley Water, Sewer, & Fire Auth., 485 S.E.2d 92 (S.C. 1997).
Appellants’ federal complaint advanced essentially identical claims
under federal law and the federal constitution. These claims are so
intertwined with the prior state litigation as to warrant application of
the Rooker-Feldman doctrine leaving the district court without jurisdic-
tion.1 

1To the extent that the federal litigation differs from the state litigation,
Appellants’ claims are barred by the doctrine of res judicata because
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Accordingly, we modify the judgment below to reflect that the case
is dismissed for lack of jurisdiction,2 and we affirm the judgment as
so modified. See 28 U.S.C. § 2106 (2000); MM ex rel. DM v. School
Dist. of Greenville County, 303 F.3d 523, 536 (4th Cir. 2002) ("[W]e
are entitled to affirm the court’s judgment on alternate grounds, if
such grounds are apparent from the record."). We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED

Appellants could have raised the federal claims before the state courts
but did not. See Allen v. McCurry, 449 U.S. 90, 94 (1980) (holding that
res judicata precludes litigants from retrying issues that were previously
raised in a prior action decided on its merits or that could have been
raised in the previous action). 

2A lack of subject matter jurisdiction may be raised at any time by
either of the parties or by the court, sua sponte. See Plyler v. Moore, 129
F.3d 728, 731 n.6 (4th Cir. 1997). 
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